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SPECIFICATIONS SURMITTED BY Mr. JosepH W. WELCH, SPECIAL COUNSEL, IN 
3EHALF OF Hon. Ropertr T. STEVENS, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE ABMY, 
AND Mr. JouHn G. ADAMS, COUNSELOR, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, TO HON. KARL 
BE. MuNpDT, CHAIRMAN, SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 


Aprit 13, 1954. 


‘ 


The Department of the Army alleges that Senator Joseph R. McCarthy as 
chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations (hereinafter called 
the subcommittee), United States Senate, and its Chief Counsel Roy M. Cohn, 
as well as other members of its staff, sought by improper means to obtain preferen 
tial treatment for one Pvt. G. David Schine, United States Army, formerly chief 
consultant of this subcommittee, in that: 

1. On or about July 8, 1953, Senator McCarthy sought to obtain a direct com- 
mission in the United States Army for Mr. Schine and informed Maj. Gen. Miles 





Reber, Chief of Army Legislative Liaison (OCLL), of his interest in obtaining 
such a commission as speedily as possible. Mr. Cohn, at the same time, in the 
presence of Senator McCarthy emphasized the necessity for rapid action in obtain 


ing the said Commission. 

2. Throughout the period from July 15, 1953, to July 30, 1953, various members 
of the staff of the subcommitiee inquired of General Reber and others in the 
Department of the Army as tu the status of the application of the said Schine 
for a direct commission. 

3. On or about August 1, 1953, Mr. Cohn requested General Reber and others 
in the Office of the Chief of Legislative Liaison to ex] e the possibilities of 
obtaining a Reserve commission for Mr. Schine in eith the United States Air 
Force or the United States Navy. 

$4. On or about October 2, 1953, Mr. Cohn and Mr. F cis Carr, executive 
director of the subcommittee, while discussing detailed plans for the conduct 








of an investigation by the subcommittee at Fort Monmouth, N. J., sought to induce 
or persuade the Secretary of the Army to arrange for the assignment of Mr. 
Schine to a post in the New York City area upon his induction into the Army on 
the grounds that it was considered desirable by Mr. Cohn to have Mr. Schine 
available for consultation to the staff of the subcommittee to complete certain 


work with which it was alleged that Mr. Schine was familiar. 





5. On or about October 15, 1953, Mr. Cohn sought to induce or persuade Secre- 
tary Stevens to arrange for the assignment of Mr. Schine to temporary duty in 
New York City after his ‘nduction for the alleged purpose of completing sub- 
committee work. 

6. During the period from on or about October 18, 1953, to on or about Novem 
ber 3, 1953, Mr. Cohn, by telephone conversations and otherwise, sought to per- 
suade or induce John G. Adams, counselor of the Department of the Army, to 
procure an assignment for Mr. Schine in the New York City area upon his 
induction into the Army. Mr. Cohn coupled these requests with threats that if 
they were not granted he would cause the Army to be exposed in its worst light 
y how shabbily it was being run. These requests 
and threats are believed to have been made with the knowledge and consent of 
Senator McCarthy. 

7. On or about October 20, 19538, and on other occasions, Mr. Cohn made threat- 
ening and violent statements to Mr. Adams and others concerning future inves 
tigations by the subcommittee of the Army and exerted his influence over Senator 
McCarthy to release to the newspapers a statement intended to be derogatory to 
the Army. 

8. On or about November 6, 1953, Senator McCarthy, Mr. Cohn, and Mr. Carr 
sought to induce and persuade Secretary Stevens and Mr. Adams to arrange for 
the assignment of Private Schine to New York City to study and report evidence, 
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and demonstrate to the country | 
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if any, of pro-Communist leanings in West Point textbooks. Mr. Cohn in the 
presence of and with the consent of Senator McCarthy and Mr. Carr sought 
to induce and persuade Secretary Stevens and Mr. Adams to arrange to make 
Private Schine available for subcommittee work while he was undergoing basic 
training at Fort Dix, N. J. These requests were coupled with promises reason- 
ably to limit or terminate subcommittee hearings on Fort Monmouth. 

9. On or about November 7, 1953, Senator McCarthy sought to induce or per- 
suade Secretary Stevens to grant special passes to Private Schine that he other- 
wise would not have been entitled to receive. 

10. On or about November 11, 1953, Mr. Cohn and Mr. Carr called upon Maj 
Gen. Cornelius Ryan, commanding officer, Fort Dix, N. J., and represented to 
General Ryan that it was necessary to have Private Schine available to them 
on week nights and weekends in order to complete the work of this subcommittee 
then in progress. 

11. On or about November 14, 1953, Mr. Cohn threatened to continue the sub- 
committee investigations on the Army installation at Fort Monmouth, N. J., 
which had theretofore resulted in exaggerated headlines damaging to the morale 
of the personnel at Fort Monmouth. 

12. On or about November 16, 1953, Mr. Cohn and Mr. Carr renewed the 
threats that are recited in paragraph 11 above; this time directing them to Secre- 
tary Stevens. 

13. On or about November 17, 1953, Senator McCarthy, Mr. Cohn, and Mr. 
Carr made known to Secretary Stevens the importance attached by them to 
Private Schine’s military assignment and there by innuendo and inference indi- 
cated that their plans for continuing further investigation of the military instal- 
lation at Fort Monmouth, N. J., were related to the importance attached by them 
to Private Schine’s military assignment. 

14. On or about November 18, 1953, and on numerous occasions thereafter 
members of the staff of this subcommittee sought to and did obtain special passes 
for Private Schine and on each such occasion represented to the responsible 
officers at Fort Dix that the same were essential to subcommittee business. Pri- 
vate Schine was absent from Fort Dix on such special passes on occasions when 
in fact he did no work on behalf of this subcommittee. 

15. During the period from on or about November 24, 1953, through Decem- 
ber 8, 1953, Mr. Cohn continued to exert undue pressure upon Mr. Adams to 
obtain an assignment to New York City for Private Schine. These requests were 
connected by innuendo and inference with the conduct of the subcommittee hear- 
ings on the Army installation at Fort Monmouth, N. J. 

16. On or about December 8, 1953, Mr. Cohn, upon learning that special weekday 
passes for Private Schine had been discontinued, called Mr. Adams and by 
abusive language and threats to Mr. Adams sought to have this decision reversed. 

17. On or about December 9, 1953, Mr. Cohn upon learning that Mr. Adams 
had spoken to Senator McCarthy in an effort to put a stop to Mr. Cohn’s attempts 
to interfere in Private Schine’s military training sought by threats to prevent 
Mr. Adams from discussing the matter with Senator McCarthy on any future 
occasion, 

18. On or about December 10, 1953, Senator McCarthy and Mr. Carr sought 
to obtain a special assignment for Private Schine in New York City for the pur- 
pose of studying textbooks at West Point. 

19. On or about December 11, 1953, Mr. Cohn, upon learning that Private 
Schine had been assigned to duty the following Saturday morning, sought by 
threats and abusive language to get Private Schine relieved from this duty. 

20. On or about December 17, 1953, Mr. Cohn in the presence of Mr. Carr and 
Senator McCarthy again used extremely abusive and threatening language to 
Mr. Adams in an effort to obtain special privileges for Private Schine and, in 
particular, in an effort to obtain his assignment to the New York City area. 
Senator McCarthy acceded in these demands and repeated the same to Mr. 
Adams and further suggested that Private Schine be assigned to First Army 
Headquarters for the purpose of examining textbooks at West Point to determine 
whether or not they contained anything of a subversive nature. 

21. On or about January 9, 1954, Mr. Cohn and Mr. Carr sought to and did 
obtain the release of Private Schine from KP duty on January 10, 1954, at Fort 
Dix, N. J. 

22. On or about January 9, 1954, Mr. Cohn, in a further effort to obtain Private 
Schine’s release from KP duty at Fort Dix on January 10, 1954, stated to 1st 
Lt. John B. Blount that Col. Earl L. Ringler and 1st Lt. Joseph J. M. Miller, 
then stationed at Fort Dix, were making things difficult for Private Schine and 
that Cohn had a very long memory and would never forget their names. 
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23. On or about January 11, 1954, and on numerous occasions before and after 
that date, Mr. Cohn sought to obtain special privileges for Private Schine upon 
his assignment to Camp Gordon, Ga., which would include special passes when 
allegedly necessary for subcommittee business. Mr. Cohn, by innuendo and 
inference, suggested that if his demands were not met, the Army would be 
subjected to further investigations. 

24. On or about January 13, 1954, Mr. Cohn, upon learning that Private Schine 
might be assigned to overseas duty, threatened to cause the discharge of Secre- 
tary Stevens, and that he would cause the subcommittee to “wreck the Army.” 

25. On or about January 14, 1954, Senator McCarthy directly requested Secre- 
tary Stevens to cause Private Schine to be assigned to the New York City area 
at the conclusion of his tour of duty at Camp Gordon, Ga. 

26. On or about January 19, 1954, after the Army had refused special assign- 
ment requested for Private Schine, Senator McCarthy, without previous warning, 
caused notice to be served upon Mr. Adams that on that afternoon the subcom- 
mittee would commence hearings and would require the presence of certain 
members of the Loyalty-Security Appeals Board of the Army for questioning. 

27. On or about January 19, 1954, Senator McCarthy delivered an ultimatum 
to Mr. Adams that unless the said witnesses were produced by Friday, January 
22, 1954, for questioning, he would subpena them. 

28. On or about January 22, 1954, Senator McCarthy requested Mr. Adams 
to obtain a special assignment for Private Schine in New York and suggested 
that Mr. Cohn would continue to harass the Army unless this demand was 
acceded to. 

29. On or about February 16, 1954, and on several other occasions, Mr. Carr 
and a person purporting to act as a representative of Senator McCarthy indicated 
that the investigations of the Army then contemplated by this subcommittee 
would either be terminated or be conducted along reasonable lines if the Army 
would accede to Senator McCarthy’s and Mr. Cohn’s request for a special assign- 
ment for Private Schine. 

JosepH W. WetrcH, 
Special Counsel. 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED AT REQUEST OF TEMPORARY SUBCOMMITTEE 


APRIL 20, 1954. 
Senator Kari FE. Munpt, 
Room 248, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MunptT: This statement is being submitted on behalf of Frank 
Carr, executive director of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi- 
gations; Roy Cohn, the chief counsel; and of myself, as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee. It is being submitted in accordance with the request of your temporary 
subcommitee, 

We are submitting herewith what we consider to be pertinent data concerning 
the attempt by two Army civilians, Mr. Robert T. Stevens and Mr. John G. Adams, 
to discredit the Investigations Subcommittee, and to force a discontinuance of our 
hearings exposing Communist infiltration in their department. 

1. The most recent document furnished by Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams con- 
tains 29 allegations against the subcommittee and against me. Insofar as these 
allegations suggest the use of “improper means” they are without basis in fact. 
The statements, “innuendoes,” and “implications,” contained therein are wholly 
unfounded insofar as they allege “improper means.” 

It is noted that before we had any opportunity to submit an answer to these 
allegations, they were released publicly, in violation of the unanimous agreement 
arrived at previously. 

2. It is further noted that these allegations are not signed by either Secretary 
Stevens or by Mr. Adams, but by a Mr. Joseph N. Welch, who is described as 
“special counsel” for the Department of the Army, and who came into the situa- 
tion long after all of the alleged incidents were supposed to have taken place and 
who could, therefore, have had no personal knowledge of the matter. It should 
be noted also that a law partner of Mr. Welch has, in recent years, belonged to an 
organization found by the House Un-American Activities Committee to be the 
“legal bulwark” of the Communist Party, and referred to by the Attorney 
General of the United States as the “legal mouthpiece” of the Communists. This 
same law partner was selected by Mr. Welch to act as his aide in this matter, and 
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vas discharged only when his Communist-fro connection became publicly 
Known 

3. The report of the Pentagon officials now } ports to be “allegations of the 

Department of the Army.” So broad a description is iccurate and presumptu- 

In their atte ) »our exposure he handling of Communist in- 

the Army, Mr. Stever ind Mr. Adams have no right to represent 

hat they speak for the e1 e Department of the Army, or persons connected with 

any more than we could claim the right to speak for the United States Senate. 

It is therefore suggt “1 that Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams be instructed to file 

their charges he eforth in their own names, and to assume responsibility for 


their own acts, rather than to hide behind the cloak of the entire Department of 
mv and the millions of loyal Americans who have been, and are now, con- 
nected with it and who are not in any way involved in the present maneuvers 
if these Pentagon civilians. They should further be instructed to tell the subcom- 
mittee once and for all who is pulling the strings to protect those who in turn have 
protected fifth amendment Communists. 

1. The so-called original report is not made in the course of any official function, 
nor in the regular course of Pentagon procedure, nor is it even signed. The 
“report” has had the planned effect of derailing the inquiry into security matters 
pertaining to Communist infiltration in the Army and to Secretary Stevens’ 
idministration thereof 

At the threshold, the core of the matter stands in bold relief: there are, 
and were, Communists and other security risks in the Army, which needed and 
received—until stopped—public exposure. The present tactic by Pentagon 
politicians cannot obscure that underlying fact. The gross mishandling of 
Communist infiltration in the Army—exposed by the subcommittee—has been 
acknowledged by the Defense Department, which has now adopted a wholly 
new step of corrective regulations as a result of the subcommittee’s investigation. 





5. As further evidence of the dishonesty of the attack upon my staff issued 
through Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams, I eall your attention to the fact that at 
least since the beginning of World War II the military has had fully staffed 
offices to handle the requests from Senators, Congressmen, administration of- 
ticials, and others, for favored treatment to certain individuals. I have written 
to Defense Secretary Wilson for a detailed report on this matter and for a rough 


estimate of the requests which have been received from legislators and Govern- 
ment officials, and how many requests were acceded to. To date all I have 
received are letters from the different departments completely evading these 
questions. I mention this merely to show that of the thousands of requests 


ide, the only one that the military has seen fit to publish is the false report 
on alleged requests for special treatment for an Army private who is still a 
private, and who has received no special assignments. It is requested that the 
subcommittee obtain the information relevant to this point. 

6. We must look then for the motive and reasons behind this self-serving 
report” which was first leaked, next privately disseminated, and finally pub- 
lished When placed in proper perspective, it will be found to have given 
greater aid and comfort to Communists and security risks than any single other 
obstacle ever designed. 

7. Successive steps, outlined hereafter, taken by John G. Adams, to impede 
the subcommittee’s investigations, culminated in the issuance of the unsigned 

report” referred to in paragraph 1. In taking these steps, Mr. Adams appar- 
ently acted with the influence and guidance of H. Struve Hensel, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense and General Counsel of the Department of Defense. While 
supervising preparation of this ‘report,’ Mr. Hensel was himself under investi- 
gation by the subcommittee for misconduct and possible law violation. Mr. 
Hensel had, and has, every motivation to act as he did in attempting to discredit 
the subcommittee. 

8. The investigation of Mr. Hensel, who supervised the attempt to discredit 
this subcommittee by the issuance of this “report,” concerns his activities as a 
partner and dominant force in the organization of a ship supply firm. The 
subcommittee staff examined and confirmed the serious allegation against Mr. 
Hensel that while he occupied a top procurement post with the Department of 
the Navy, he helped to organize this ships’ supply firm for the purpose of selling 
priority goods to ships. It has been established that Mr. Hensel, while in a 
top procurement post for the Navy, and while general counsel and later Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, drew large sums of money, believed to be far in excess of 
his Government salary, from this ships’ supply firm which was operating with 
Government sanction and with Government priorities. 
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For the years in which the subcommittee has been able to obtain documenta- 
tion, the following figures have been ascertained. 

1943: While Chief of Procurement, Legal Division, Department of the Navy, 
Mr. Hensel drew $12,105.96 from this private ships’ supply firm which was 
doing business with the sanction of the Government and was provided with 
Government priorities. 

1944: From January 1944 to August 1944, while Chief of Procurement, 
Legal Division, Department of the Navy, and from August 1944 through 
December 1944, while General Counsel for the Department of the Navy, Mr. 
Hensel drew $13,485.97 from this private firm. 

1945: While Assistant Secretary of the Navy during 1945, Mr. Hensel 
drew $30,934.71 from this private ships’ supply firm which was operating 
with Government sanction, and receiving Government priorities. 

9. By his “supervision” of the issuance of these allegations against the sub- 
committee, the plan to discredit the activities of the subcommittee, and by other 
means and maneuvers, Mr. Hensel has attempted to stop the investigation of 
these serious charges concerning his activities as a Government official, which 
are under the purview of this subcommittee. 

10. The attempt by these Pentagon politicians to peg their attack on the sub- 
committee’s exposure of their activities on the drafting and treatment of Pvt. 
David Schine is petty and unfounded. The deliberate falsity of this allegation 
is clearly demonstrated by the fact that the investigation by the subcommittee 
of Communist infiltration in the military had been in progress long before Mr. 
Schine or anyone on the subcommittee staff could have had the slightest indica- 
tion that Mr. Schine was to enter the Army. Mr. Schine has a background of 
knowledge of the Communist movement in this country, and effectiveness in 
exposing it. He contributed his time and efforts to the subcommittee as an 
unpaid consultant, in which capacity he was a prime mover in the successful 
exposure of the Communist infiltration and the waste of millions of dollars of 
taxpayers’ money in the Voice of America program. He was inducted into the 
Army during the exposure of Communists in Army installations. Without spend- 
ing unnecessary time on the charges of Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams that their 
treatment of Mr. Schine influenced the investigations, it should be noted that 
Mr. Schine is still a private in the Army, and news stories quoting reliable sources 
have stated that the reason he was not given the consideration to which he 
would otherwise have been entitled was because of his connection with the 
committee. 

11. No improper means of any kind have been used to obtain preferential treat- 
ment for Private Schine. All applications and discussions concerning his tour 
of duty with the Army have been open and proper. 

12. The belated and gratuitous attempt to include Frank Carr in the smear 
by alleging in the latest Welch document that Mr. Carr sought preferential 
treatment for Private Schine is dishonest. Mr. Carr’s participation in this 
matter was to express irritation and disgust at the constant attempts on the 
part of the Pentagon civilians to trade off treatment for Private Schine against 
the halting of subcommittee exposure of the mishandling of Communist infiltra- 
tion in the military. The recently contrived assault against Mr. Carr is par- 
ticularly reprehensible in view of his outstanding record as executive director 
for the subcommittee, and his unquestioned integrity during his many years of 
service with the Federal Bureau of Investigation, which culminated in his desig- 
nation to head the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s key security desk in New 
York City, and his participation in the apprehension and prosecution of the 
top Communist leaders in the United States. 

13. Of no greater substance are the allegations against Mr. Cohn, chief counsel 
for the subcommittee, that he used “improper means” to obtain preferential 
treatment for Private Schine. To call participation in arrangements to have 
Private Schine devote many hours over and above Army training, which could 
otherwise have been spent in recreation, to the completion of vital subcommittee 
work, “a request for preferential treatment,” defies reason. All such arrange- 
ments were made with the full concurrence of Mr. Stevens, and no attempts to 
alter or to do anything inconsistent with those arrangements were ever made 
by any member of the subcommittee staff. Similarly lacking in substance is 
any criticism of our refusal to have a former staff member of the subcommittee 
made another Stripling case, and discriminated against by those who were the 
objects of an investigation by the subcommittee with which he had associated. 
The attack on Mr. Cohn, like that of Mr. Carr, is directed against one who 
has a long and successful record in the prosecution and exposure of Communist 
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spies in this Nation, including Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, William Remington, 
the 39 American Communists in the United Nations, second-string leaders of the 
Communist Party, Gus Hall, Frederick Vanderbilt Field, and numerous others. 

14. The recently contrived attempt to direct fire at the chairman and to accuse 
him of attempting to secure special treatment for Private Schine is branded as 
false by reference to the written record and to the prior Stevens-Adams report 
itself. At an early date the chairman, in the presence of Mr. Cohn and Mr. 


Schine, suggested to Secretary Stevens that he lean over backwards to avoid giv- 
ing anything which might be even remotely construed as special consideration 
to Mr. Schine. The fact that no special consideration of any kind for Schine was 
desired was made clear, the reason given being that anything which could be 
twisted and distorted by the left-wing press as special consideration for Schine 
would be bad for both the committee and the Army. 

This insistance on the part of the chairman was repeated orally on many occa- 
sions, and after another bargaining attempt by Mr. Adams, the chairman in 
writing on December 22, 1953, in a letter to Secretary Stevens, concluded as 
follows: 

“While I am inclined to agree that Mr. Schine would never have been drafted, 
except because of the fact that he worked for my committee, I want to make it 
clear at this time that no one has any authority to request any consideration for 
Mr. Schine other than what other draftees get. I think it is extremely important 
that this be made very clear in view of the present investigation which our 
committee is conducting of Communist infiltration of the military under the 
Truman-Acheson regime. 

“Let me repeat what I have said to you before, the course of this investigation 
will in absolutely no way be influenced by the Army’s handling of the case of 
any indvidual, regardless of whether he worked for my committee or not.” 

15. To further understand the bad faith in which this attack was suddenly 
launched, the relationship of Mr. Cohn and Mr. Adams must be placed in proper 
perspective. They were close personal and social friends. During most of the 
period involved, they were in communication personally telephonically as often 
as dozens of times a week They worked and socialized together day after day. 
Ordinary conversations about mutual associates and situations have now become 
“attempts to persuade and induce.” Daily discussions—some jocular, some ani- 
mated—have now become shocking incidents of “violent, abusive, and threaten- 
ing” talk. What is most puzzling is that after all of these events now cast in 
such an awesome light allegedly took place, Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams still 
sought the friendship and companionship of the subcommittee staff. 

(a) After Mr. Adams’ and Mr. Stevens’ claim that they were threatened 
and induced by the chairman and Mr. Cohn, they extended hospitality to 
and accepted hospitality from the chairman and Mr. Cohn. 

(bv) The day after Mr. Cohn is alleged to have made “threatening and 
violent” statements to Mr. Adams, Mr. Adams dined with Mr. Cohn and 
his family at Mr. Cohn’s home. 

(c) The day after Mr. Cohn and Mr. Carr are alleged to have made 
threats to the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary entertained them at 
lunch at his New York luncheon club. 

(d) Five days after the Secretary claims that attempts were made to 
induce and persuade him by “improper means” to give preferential treat- 
ment to Private Schine, Mr. Stevens posed for smiling photographs with 
Private Schine at Fort Dix. 

(e) After Mr. Cohn is alleged to have set about “wrecking” the Army, 
and causing the “dismissal” of Mr. Adams’ boss, Mr. Adams continued to 
invite Mr. Cohn to lunch, and to discuss a law partnership with him. 

But suddenly Mr. Adams appears in the role of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, and 
now places upon every work and act during these many months the most sinister 
implications. 

16. On or about September 7, 1953, and directly following the first executive 
session of subcommittee hearings on instances of Communist infiltration in the 
Army, after the exposure of a fifth amendment Communist employed as an Army 
civilian, Chairman McCarthy publicly announced his determination to pursue 
these investigations to the point of calling those connected with the personnel 
and loyalty procedures of the Army responsible for the clearing of Communists. 
Secretary Robert T. Stevens then communicated with the chairman and com- 
menced a series of efforts to interfere with the investigation, to stop hearings, 
and to prevent various of his appointees from being called by the subcommittee. 

17. On or about September 21, 1953, and as a part of the attempts to cause 
the chairman not to question personnel serving under him, Mr. Stevens requested 
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the chairman not to interrogate one Joseph Bishop, acting counselor for the 
Army, concerning Bishop's alleged suggestion that certain Army personnel 
refuse to disclose to the subcommittee details of the employment of a certain 
fifth amendment Communist, stating that public development of the facts 
would interfere with a private law firm association being arranged for Bishop. 
In view of the fact that Mr. Bishop was being separated from the Army, he 
was not called. 

18. On or about September 21, September 28, October 2, 1953, and as a further 
step in these attempts to interfere with the investigation, Mr. Stevens impor- 
tuned the chairman and personnel of the subcommittee not to require Major Gen- 
eral Richard C. Partridge, Chief of Intelligence under Secretary Stevens’ adminis- 
tration, to testify in public session concerning his responsibility for use of Com- 
munist line textbooks by the Army, and his lack of qualifications to hold the 
intelligence command, due to his admitted unfamiliarity with the Communist 
problem. A basis for these requests was that the public appearance of General 
Partridge would be personally embarrassing to Mr, Stevens, who had responsi- 
bility for his command. When General Partridge appeared in the subcommittee 
room on or about September 28, 1953, when a public session was to be held, Sec- 
retary Stevens renewed his request that General Partridge not be called. 

19. After mid-September, when the chairman directed open hearings on Com- 
munist infiltration in the Army, Mr. Stevens named John G. Adams to the post 
of Army counselor, for the principal purpose of “handling the committee” and 
persuading it to cease its investigation of Communist infiltration in the Army. 

20. To effect the purpose recited in paragraph 19, on or about September 25, 
1953, Mr. Adams was named liaison by Mr. Stevens to the subcommittee, and 
Mr. Adams, in such capacity, appeared at the first open hearing on use of Com- 
munist texts by the Army, and Communist infiltration into its civilian personnel, 
on or about September 28, 1953. 

21. From that time henceforth, and in repeated instances both personally and 
telephonically, Mr. Adams attempted to interfere with the investigation of Com- 
munist infiltration in the Army. Mr. Adams’ early attempts to end the hearings 
were carried out by his using every effort to ingratiate himself personally with 
subcommittee personnel, and then appealing to them as a personal favor to halt 
hearings so that he would be secure in his new post. 

22. Failing in his tactic of having the investigation halted to help him per- 
sonally, Mr. Adams next attempted to cause the chairman and personnel of the 
subcommittee to end it on the ground that it was becoming personally embar- 
rassing to Mr. Stevens, who was a “very nice man who shouldn’t be hurt.” Mr. 
Adams’ attempt on this basis was supported by Mr. Stevens on November 6, 1953, 
when at a luncheon in his office, called at his request, he stated that if the facts 
he knew were fully developed he would have to resign as Secretary of the Army. 
He made an appeal for the end of hearings on the ground of his personal friend- 
ship with the chairman. Mr. Stevens was assured that there would be no effort 
to embarrass him personally, but that there could be no whitewash and that the 
investigation and hearings would continue. 

23. As a part of the attempt to halt the subcommittee’s investigation of Com: 
munist infiltration in the Army, Mr. Adams frequently, and Mr. Stevens on two 
occasions, offered up the Navy, the Air Force, and the Defense Establishment 
proper as substitute “targets,” as follows: 

24. On or about October 13, 1953, Mr. Adams suggested that the subcommittee 
“go after” the Navy and Air Force, and drop its probe of Communist infiltration 
in the Army. 

25. On or about October 21, 1953, Mr. Adams renewed his suggestion that the 
subcommittee conduct an investigation of the Navy and Air Force, and drop the 
investigation of his Department. 

26. On or about November 6, 1953, Mr. Stevens and Mr. Adams suggested that 
the Navy, Air Force, and Defense Establishment proper would be appropriate 
objects of an investigation, instead of their administration of the Army, and 
Mr. Adams offered to supply information about them. 

On or about November 14, 1953, Mr. Adams advised that, in his opinion, 
the time was ripe for the investigation to turn to the Navy. 

28. On or about November 17, 1953, Mr. Stevens and Mrs. Adams renewed 
their request that the subcommittee should investigate the Navy and Air Force. 

29. On or about November 30, 1953, Mr. Adams made a specifie suggestion and 
offer of assistance in switching the subcommittee’s probe from his Department 
to another branch of the service. 

30. On or about December 9, 1953, Mr. Adams again urged that the subcom- 
mittee begin to investigate security risks in the Air Force, and offered specific 
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information in return for certain information he desired to us in forestalling 
further investigation of his Department. 

31. As a further part of Mr. Adams’ attempt to impede the investigation, he 
sought to punish those who cooperated with the subcommittee, and to silence 
those who were about to cooperate. 

32. From mid-October through January 1954, Mr. Adams sought on numerous 
occasions to secure from the chairman and subcommittee staff a promise of 
silence if he and Mr. Stevens “broke” General Lawton, commanding general at 
Korth Monmouth, and relieved him of*his command 


33. On or about October 21, 1955, and on repeated occasions thereafter, Mr 
Adams used e y effort to discover the names of persons reporting instances 
of Communist infiltration to the subcommittee, stating that if he discovered any 
in his Department, he would “have their heads.” 

4. From the inception of the investigation, the chairman declared his inten 
tion of examining Army personnel responsible for the clearing, retention, and 
favorable treatment of Communists in tl Arm He specifically stated that 

oO! thos called would be member of the called screening board in the 
Secretary’s office, also known as the Loyalty Security Board. One member of 
this Board was called by the subcommittee staff in mid-October, and examined 


as to his own loyalty record, and Mr. Adams was advised that after some of the 
cases acted upon improperly by the Board were aired publicly by the subcommit 
tee, other members of the Board would be called After the case of Samuel 
Snyder was considered by the subcommittee in public session in December, and it 
was determined that he had been “cleared” by the Loyalty Security Board in 
spite of overwhelming evidence that he was a security risk, and after the officially 
cleared” Snyder invoked the fifth amendment before the subcommittee, M1 
Adams was advised that members of the Board would be called the next month, 

iterim and annual 


a on as the committee staff had completed work on its inte 

reports Mr. Adams violently objected to any examination of the clearing of 
security risks He was told that in view of information which both he and the 
subcommittee had that numerous persons with Communist records had been 
cleared by this Board, a whitewash of them was impossible At various times 


in December and January he told Mr. Cohn and Mr. Carr that he “would stop 
at nothing” to prevent the subcommittee from going into this 
35. Early in January, and in mid-January, Mr. Adams was advised that mem- 


bers of the Board would be interviewed before the end of the month. When 
they were called for January 19—the day the staff completed work on the re 
ports—Mr. Adams declined to produce them He was told they would be 


subp enaed. 
36. The following days, Mr. Adams communicated with other members of the 
subcommittee, and stated that unless the chairman was prevailed upon to drop 
s investigation, and not to issue subpoenas for those in the loyalty setup, Mr. 
Adams would cause an embarrassing report to be circulated about Mr. Cohn. 

7. On or about Janna 22, 1954, Mr. Adams made to the chairman and 
dirs. McCarthy the threat that unless the investigation of the loyalty setup 
were halted, he would cause to be issued a report on Mr. Cohn, casting events 
in such a light as to attempt to embarrass the committee and its staff. The 
chairman told Mr. Adams that the investigation of those responsible for clear- 
ing Communists would continue despite any threat from Mr. Adams. Mr. Adams 
asked if the chairman would wait until Mr. Stevens returned from a trip, so that 
he could discuss the matter with him personally, and the chairman agreed 
to this, but emphasized that there would be no whitewash. When the chairman 
told Mr. Adams he would expose the old team which had great responsibility 
for Communist infiltration, Mr. Adams replied: “I am part of the old team, and 
the people you are threatening to expose are friends of mine.” 

38. Shortly thereafter, the chairman advised Mr. Cohn of Mr. Adams’ latest 
strategy to stop the investigation. Mr. Cohn did not react to this as Mr. Adams 
ad done to aileged “threats” made against him, by continuing and encourag- 
ing their social relationship. Mr. Cohn acted to terminate immediately his social 
relationship with Mr. Adams, and had only one further official contact with 
Mr. Adams 

39. On Lincoln’s Birthday, Mr. Adams from Washington telephoned Mr. Cohn 
at Mr. Cohn’s home in New York, to ask why Mr. Cohn had been “ducking” 
Mr. Adams, and to find out when they could get together. Mr. Cohn advised 
Mr. Adams that he had learned of the latest techniques Mr. Adams was employ- 
ing to halt the investigation, and that he thought Mr. Adams had been dis- 
honest Mr. Adams explained that he had just had to stop the subpoenas for 
the Board members 
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40. On or about January 27, 1954, Mr. Adams told Mr. Carr that Mr. Adams 
had to prevent the appearance of those connected with the loyalty procedure, 
and that this was one issue on which he would stop at nothing. : 

41. On or before February 16, 1954, Mr. Adams advised, as he had on prior 
occasions, that if the investigation continued, he expected to be acutely em- 
barrassed over the Peress case, as no followup action had been taken on it by 
him, and he might be charged with primary responsibility for allowing an honor- 
able discharge to issue to Peress on February 2, 1954. 

2. Mr. Adams continued his entreaties that the investigation be terminated, 
and when he was refused, he and other Pentagon officials planned the issuance 
of the report as he had threatened to do. 

43. On March 10, 1954, Mr. Adams was advised of six additional alleged Com- 
munists in the Army, and was asked to produce their files, and advise of their 
immediate whereabouts preparatory to calling them before the subcommittee. 

44. On March 11, 1954, the unsigned 34-page document was released publicly. 

45. This document was issued for the very purpose announced in advance by 
Mr. Adams—to stop the subcommittee’s investigations of Communist infiltration 
into the Army. And it succeeded—at least temporarily. It was issued in bad 
faith, as established by the fact that in spite of numerous instances of actual 
intervention in military assignments by public officials, never before was such a 
report issued. For example, when a Congressman intervened to have the over- 
seas orders of Major Irving Peress, a Communist Party functionary, canceled, no 
report was issued. 

46. The pattern followed by Secretary Stevens and Mr. Adams is clear. As 
long as only individual Communists were the object of the subcommittee’s investi- 
gation, they made continuing offers of cooperation with the investigation. But 
as soon as the probe turned to the infinitely more important question of who was 
responsible for protecting Communist infiltration, and protecting Communists 
who had infiltrated, every conceivable obstacle was placed in the path of the 
subcommittee’s search for the truth. 

An illustration of this technique is the investigation of the Army Signal Corps, 
where cooperation was offered in exposure of individual Communists, but where 
every effort was made to impede the subcommittee’s attempts to examine those 
who had consistently cleared Communists, and had given to them a protective 
cover to continue in key posts and sensitive radar laboratories. 

Finally, a graphic example is the case of Major Irving Peress, the Communist 
Party functionary who was commissioned a captain in spite of an open record of 
Communist Party activities, who claimed the fifth amendment on questions in- 
volving his loyalty to his country, and who in th face of this fifth amendment 
claim was promoted to the rank of major; afi whose overseas orders were 
cancelled after intervention of a Congressman. 

The names of those people responsible for that the Department of Defense 
has now conceded to have been gross mishandling of this case, to the detriment 
of our national security, have never been made available to the subcommittee by 
Secretary Stevens or Mr. Adams, despite frequent demands for such information 
orally and in writing by this subcommittee. Messrs. Stevens, Adams, and asso- 
ciates have been quick to publish and release a report calculated to smear the 
investigators and the exposers of Communist infiltration. But despite the lapse 
of months, they have yet to produce for the American public the long-promised 
report naming those officials still serving under them who are responsible for 
the rise in the Army of a Communist conspirator against this country. 

Sincerely yours, 
s/ Joe McCarthy, 
Joz McCartTuy, 
Chairman, 


TYPOGRAPHICAL CORRECTIONS OF LETTER TO SENATOR MUNDT 


Page 1, paragraph 1, line 2’ Insert “staff” after subcommittee 

Page 3, paragraph 4, line 12 Change “step” to “set” 

Page 7, paragraph 13, line 11 Delete “our refusal to have” and sub- 
stitute “objections to having” 

Page 7, paragraph 13, line 14 Change “of” to “against” 

2age 13, paragraph 28, line 1 Change “Mrs.” to “Mr.” 

Page 18, last paragraph, line 1 Change “that” to “what” 





1 Refers to mimeographed copy. 
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